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DETAILED ACTION 
Claims 1-4, 6-10, and 13-21 are pending in this application. 

With respect to the accompanying Interview Summary, the finality of the Office 
Action, dated December 1 , 2006 is hereby withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The text,of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

1. Claims 1-4, 6-10, and 13-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable .over Zalewski et al (U.S. 6,647,508 B2), hereinafter 'Zalewski' in view 
Stedman et al. (U.S. 5,968,119), hereinafter 'Stedman'. 

Regarding claims 1, 6, 7, 13 16 and 19-21, Zalewski taught a data processing 
system including a plurality of partitions, each partition including a processor 
arrangement hosting an operating system (Fig. 2, column 4 lines 32- 48) further 
comprising a limited console multiplexer 228, depicted in figure 2 and in column 7 
lines 1-7, as well. 



Zalewski did not teach an extended console access mechanism. 
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Stedman taught an extended console access mechanism in the form of a method 
and apparatus for accessing information of a data processing system, comprising: a 
management interface processor (server application framework) coupled to the data 
processing system and hosting a plurality of logical console objects (display control) 
(Fig. 13, column 19 lines 9-12), each logical console object (display control) coupled to 
a respective partition (host computer) (Fig. 13, column 19 lines 9-12 and lines 32-35); 
an operations server computer system (server computer) hosting a plurality of instances 
of a system operations program (host extension), each instance of the system 
operations program coupled to a respective logical console object (display control) 
(Figs. 13-14, column 19 lines 18-35); one or more display stations (client computer) 
hosting independently operable instances of a console view (browser) (Fig. 13, column 
18 lines 38-41), each instance of the console view coupled to a selected instance of the 
system operations program and configured to provide a user interface for operating the 
data processing system (Fig. 13, column 18 lines 19-33), wherein the system 
operations program is configured to transmit data received from a console view to a 
respectively coupled logical console object and transmit data received from a logical 
console object to one or more instances of a console view (Fig. 13-14, column 19 lines 
9-41). Examiner clarifies that Stedman's disclosure is not limited to a single client, for 
instance in column 4 lines49-54 it is stated that the preferred embodiments are suited 
for one or more client computers 104. Examiner clarifies that Stedman's disclosed 
browsers (see column 6 lines 39-44) used to interact with the host computers 106, are 
known to be independently operable as being capable of displaying independent 
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documents liked to different hosts computers 106. It is further noticed that console 
objects are additionally commensurate with session objects inherently present in the 
host computers 106 every time a valid connection is opened from a client computer. 
Stedman further discloses receiving at the operations interface program a connection 
request from an instance of the console view; creating a connection with the instance of 
the console view (column 18 lines 38-43); and transferring the connection with the 
instance of the console view from the operations interface program to an instance of the 
system operations program (column 18 lines 43-53). As illustrated above the 
combination taught all the elements of the claimed limitations. Although part of the 
elements are disclosed in a description of the stated of the art prior the invention 
disclosed by Stedman, it is appreciated that it would have been obvious for one of 
ordinary skill in the art working with the combination at the time of the instant claimed 
invention to further combine elements of the prior art with the invention of the 
combination, to send the requests from the browser or "console view" to a module 
located inside the client computer or in a separate system to further connect with the 
host computer or the partitioned data system. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art working with Zalewski at 
the time of the invention was made to modify the methods/systems of Zalewski with the 
teachings Stedman, in order provide an improved access method or system avoiding 
the limitations of the multiplexer 228 (Zalewski: column 1 lines 1-7). Zalewski 
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invention relates mainly to the management of operating systems instances executing 
cooperatively with resources subdivided into partitions (see abstract), therefore the 
inclusion of a primitive consolidated console for the system partitions denotes a need to 
simplify the access to the different partitions; at the same time motivates the exploration 
of the art of providing simplified access mechanisms for a plurality of hosts instances. 
The combination would have benefited Zalewski by adding an extended console access 
mechanism (as taught by Stedman from column 18 lines 19 to column 19 line 41) to 

j 

the data processing system including a plurality of partitions, each partition including a 
processor arrangement hosting an operating system (Zalewski: Fig. 2, column 4 lines 
32- 48). 

Zalewski modified by Stedman is hereinafter referenced to as the combination. 

Regarding claims 2, 8, 14 and 17, the combination further taught each instance of 
the console view is configured to display data received in a manner consistent with a 
first respective set of configuration parameters associated with the instance of the 
console view in the form of "templates" (Stedman: Abstract, column 3 lines 3-14 and 
column 15 lines 31-34), wherein Stedman recites: 

"The invention also includes a process of determining whether a pre-existing 
instruction template corresponding to a host computer screen exists, and, if it 
does, sending the pre-existing instruction template to the client computer instead of 
creating a new set of instructions..." 
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The template recited by Stedman corresponds to configuration files (a "set of 
configuration parameters") well known in the art of terminal emulation in post-character- 
. based systems and used to save user preferred display/connection parameters. Such 
parameters typically include font size, foreground and background colors, and other 
console configurable parameters that the end-user wants to have available as 
permanent parameters; thus avoiding to have to configure such parameters every time 
he/she logs in back to a particular system. Moreover, in the background of the 
invention, Stedman taught the use of emulation software (column 1 lines 30-45), 
known to have capabilities to save configuration files in the client computer. 

Regarding claims 3, 9, 15 and 18, the combination further taught details regarding 
that each instance of the console view is configured to select a subset of data from data 
received as a function of a second respective set of configuration parameters 
associated with the instance of the console view and display the subset of data 
(Stedman: Abstract, column 3 lines 14-19), wherein Stedman recites: 

"An instruction template may further include a pull data field that specifies 
information is desired from the host computer. When the server computer finds 
a pull data field, the information is retrieved, and inserted in the instruction template 
in place of the pull data field." 
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It can be appreciated that the combination first retrieves the screen data from the host 
computer and then parse or filter the fields presented in the screen space (Stedman: 
column 15 lines 34-45). 

Regarding claims 4 and 10, the combination, further taught details wherein at least 
one of the one or more instances of the console view executes on a computer system 
other than the computer system on which the coupled instance of the system operations 
program executes (Stedman: Figs. 13-14, from column 18 line 19 to column 19 line 
41 and column 5 lines 44-65 in reference to figure 1b). Notice that it is expressly 
disclosed one or more client computers 104 (Stedman: column 4 lines 49-54), coupled 
to a server computer 108, which in turn connects to a host computer 106 or, as modified 
to the partitioned data system 200 (Zalewski: Fig. 2, column 4 lines 32- 48). 
Moreover, the combination further taught a system independent from the systems 
running the partitioned data system 200 and hosting the console presentation software 
(Zalewski: Fig. 2, from column 7 lines 2-7). 

Response to Argument 

2. Applicant's arguments dated September 26, 2005 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

3. Applicant argues, in substance, that (1) Stedman does not disclose transferring a 
connection to a host extension, (2) Stedman does not disclose the claimed 
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management interface processor since the framework is software, not a processor, (3) 
the motivation is improper in combining Zalewski with Stedman. 

4. As to point (1), the office respectfully disagrees. Applicant's attention is directed 
to col. 18, lines 38-54 of Stedman. Applicant will appreciate that the connection 
between a web browser running on the client computer 104 and a host computer 106 is 
mediated by the web server process 118. Applicant's recitation of the term "transfer" is 
broad in the art, and as such is interpreted as broadly as can be construed in the art. 
One interpretation is that the connection is sent to the web browser, with the web server 
process merely as an intermediary, performing routing processing for the connection. 
By this rationale, the rejection is maintained. 

5. As to point (2) Applicant is interpreting limitations from the specification into the 
claims. Applicant does not claim a hardware processor, merely a "processor". As 
interpreted in the art, one of ordinary skill in the art would understand that a "processor" 
can be interpreted as "any entity which can process information". As such the recited 
software framework meets this limitation. By this rationale, the rejection is maintained. 

6. As to point (3) Applicant's rationale is incorrect. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would understand the limitations of a multiplexer (i.e. processing limitations, hardware 
speeds, etc.). As such the benefits of the server computer would greatly enhance the 
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system, allowing for the ease of future upgrades or replacements if necessary. By this 
rationale, the rejection is maintained. 

Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, Will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joseph E. Avellino whose telephone number is (571) 
272-390505. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 7:00-4:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on (571) 272-3923. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 
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May 15, 2006 



